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I. INTRODUCTION 


The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) has instituted a national nutrition moni- 
toring system in the form of the Continuing Survey of Food Intake By Individuals (CSFII). 
Every year two nationally representative samples of households are drawn in the conterminous 
U.S -- one focused on food-benefits-program-eligible households (e.g., food stamp) and the other 
includes all-income-level households. Throughout a 12-month period, homemakers and other 
family members are contacted and requested to report detailed information about the foods 
consumed in and away from home for three 24-hour periods -- the day before, the day of, and the 
day after the interview. 


Not all sample households are successfully contacted or recruited into the survey. Some house- 
holds cannot be reached after repeated attempts. Some choose not to take part, once they have 
been contacted, while others do not participate due to communication barriers. For these and 
other reasons, the CSFII, as with other surveys, must confront the issues of nonresponse and its 
implications for projectability of the survey results. 


In its design of the CSFII, USDA has called for two follow-up survey efforts to be conducted 
with those sample households which were not included in the CSFII database. The follow-up 
surveys investigate in more detail the nonresponding households’ characteristics. The first 
follow-up survey is to include a sample of such households from the first six months’ portion of 
the CSFII (e.g., Waves 1 and 2). The second follow-up survey is to represent the nonresponding 
households assigned to the second six-month contact period (e.g., Waves 3 and 4). 


In this, the first nonresponse follow-up survey to the CSFII, several objectives have been 
planned. The goals of this data collection are: 


¢ To profile the characteristics of nonresponse households in terms of simple demographic, 
economic and food consumption patterns 


¢ To set a baseline for comparisons between the interviewed and non-interviewed house- 
holds, noting key differences, if any 


¢ To gather information about the reasons for non-participation and incentives likely to 
induce greater cooperation with CSFII 


¢ To assess the more effective approach to capturing information about these nonresponsive 


households -- repeated focused attempts to reach only these sample households versus use 
of neighbors as proxy respondents 


The results of this first survey are the subject of this report. 
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If. APPROACH 


This chapter outlines the overall design and implementation protocol for the first nonresponse 
follow-up survey to the CSFII. The plan called for selection of approximately 200 nonrespond- 
ing households from Waves 1 and 2 of both the basic and low-income sample for a total of at 
least 400 potential households. Attempts are to be made to contact as many of these households 
as possible and to complete short interviews with them about sociodemographic characteristics 
and factors influencing participation with the larger food study. In half of the cases, only knowl- 
edgeable adult household members are to be invited to report information (household-only con- 
dition). In the remaining cases, if household members cannot be achieved, abbreviated inter- 
views are sought from neighboring households Xy- ndent condition) to gather partial 
data about the sample households. 


A. Sample Selection 


Selection of the 400 households for follow-up required resolution of several sampling 
issues. The initial sampling decisions centered around: 1) the identification of households 
eligible for inclusion in the survey of nonrespondents, 2) the distribution of these house- 
holds by wave and by type of nonresponse, and 3) the number of candidate households to 
be selected for follow-up. The CSFII database recognizes the following field outcomes or 
results of call to sample households. 

¢ Interview completed 

¢ Screening completed, household ineligible* 

¢ Screening completed, household refused interview 

¢ Refused screening, screening incomplete 

¢ Not screened, no one home 

¢ Language barrier (household may or may not have completed screening) 

¢ Vacant, not a housing unit 

¢ Other reason for not interviewing 
Clearly, households where interviews were completed or households in which the families 
do not qualify for interview were to be exempted from follow-up. Also excluded were 
vacant units and those places not properly classified originally as dwellings. In addition, a 


handful of other cases were held back from the frame for nonresponse follow-up. These 
were situations where, based on previous field experience, follow-up was known to be 


*This outcome was possible only for households in the low-income (e.g., food-benefits-program- 
qualifying households) sample. 


nero din iat Jar 'oamieng Neale = vi ths 4 ha 
mite AS L:aete nts nee Ste alle 
Pe Ay ON ——< 1 nd hag eke OSS tar b 
tilofetan hor Pies cn? togine > cr obint 5.0 et eS, : 
arene eer Neon rt es i oy eee hose atdiiac 2 


Mang 6 ostere OMe al .qaade, goes t27 iw apt tal evovae) fine 
1d gh asin Mee Gy Rar Fuoyet oe Oru Aer: wer nay bie Ranoiseny?> 
wa Adee Ss) Ai, hovel * fp twlteo eta owt biota Wee ad 


; er) ek qn enw ~Obiaue? Spur’ 2tor- eet alate dae sare 


grb) Se Aamvie: be getadorss Leniypst yea otiahaa af ntipa, sv (8 
thors 4 so agtentonapl.are (i! ‘haven: beers peg iee ee se 
a 
oe uh sat src eter ot bj ioe) an ee ak a equa i “our 
ot ebay erat SERB Psi te (pire ee Le hes & 
ac: eughhe:0 te DIE? pg Oa “ol ESL oe, eee Te (eeantpl 
eaters Sears: 


a) 5 


=) 
: beralgenca em + 
7 
toi pt octane! pence >; 
_— oe an 3 a ay i - 
woivensl then HeluleaMOn debegerop githermm = 


fruitless. For example, the area was the scene of an earlier riot and police had limited 
access to all interviewing efforts, another was a restricted-access community where 
entrance to the area was unattainable. * 


The number of households eligible for inclusion in the follow-up by these definitions was 
803, broken down by wave and reason for non-participation as shown in Table II-1. 
Because the distribution of reasons for nonresponse by wave was so very similar across 
waves for both quarters of the basic sample and for both waves of the low-income sample, 
it was decided to draw the same number of sample households from each wave. 


In order to explore the issues regarding participation in CSFII-type interviews (e.g., the 
likelihood of future participation and the incentives which might motivate that decision) by 
the type of initial nonresponse, we believed it necessary to establish minimum numbers of 
completed interviews in each of these nonresponse categories. Therefore, in the cells with 
small numbers of nonrespondents we sampled all households, while in the larger cells we 
sampled roughly proportional to size. 


The total number of households to include in our follow-up survey was governed by a 
desire to achieve at least 100 completed interviews with each type of sample household 
(e.g., basic and low-income) and our assumption that approximately 50% of those in the 
follow-up would yield an interview. A 50% "hit" rate appeared realistic, given that past 
experience with these households proved them to be difficult to reach and/or to interview. 
Therefore, the overall number of households drawn into this, the first, nonresponse 
follow-up survey for CSFII was 400, of which 200 were basic and 200 low-income sample 
households. The distribution of households put into the field by wave, type of sample and 
reason for nonresponse is given in Table II-2. 


B. Data Collection Documents 


The main survey instrument was a short interviewer-administered questionnaire. The 
topics included in the questionnaire were designed to identify characteristics of households 
that did not take part in CSFII, to explore factors which could motivate participation in 
such surveys, and to provide a bit of visibility on food consumption and expenditure 
patterns of these in surveyed families. In addition, information was sought as to whether 
or not the households would qualify for food-benefits-program-participation and, hence, to 
determine whether or not the households would have been eligible to take part in the low- 
income sample of the CSFII survey effort. 


Specific areas covered in the interview were: 


- Tenure at address 


* Access to restricted buildings and restricted communities had been achieved in several area 
segments through diligent field efforts by interviewers and central office intervention with 
management. Limited access was a minor reason for CSFII non-participations and some 
restricted access cases were included in the follow-up where attempts at recontact were judged 
possible. 


| LS ee Oe ee oe we >). ee 
a wo 
| Aeon ae oa, 


. 
7 = ! 
| ae a 
ids ber! 4 chery tne th ul ating ape size RAL SH: ses TD ahs) f 
iotiw Wreduen.) 2°28 Mores? W hee ber a iQ! a) ehivesthtnt bbs peril 
Pat bigns ite Oni pt ibs amie 


, 


t, 


4 
age Protea) eee (ORL ww! (fh 9178 ut HOt: fig? « pe 47 rotaaphet jo wane ahh 
2? nba one ghee coral ek: ay Puch ey a Bates) smd 
over “uhict wey oes Seew oP Mae wign 20a aes" Urast ae: & wi ja'soot 
rE enteral ol) i egtily snty hf Same ais 228 ono Acidic dt CDT poe OW 
av64 i oo. Joe ae cmt 2 2 Ot Wei GE Cabiood exer ti 


. 2 2 Sait 4) polagi idee olbsitgs” agee >. 96? SU >< ahaa 

. : 4 j : _ . ee % a | 4 ay | 

40 lesley ii it “wien fiive oa sult SABO Ore ee | ee se. G1 
P & C- q a 

in melee . artes Plea So: Ya Calta ow Stare ea egret a” rents 

4 _ . ida i > “"y a rt ae) rs go # rv Ww) ¥ wth palates’ 


ie zl 1 tel eh aegird mun “Wp boll « aS Sbheane= a ree em bay ~ 


Okie a0? Laces Pee WyIGF yas Oeten ios 

4 4? : 7c J ms i Le f " Vv 2 i - ey bat he iy inca! “4 U rs vo gu’ i? 
Modo Serie Fe TT Mew oT Shiu als se UU eS ee 

2) SANE eae Mm = yoda. KC” toh i Be 

20h i) COU AST ’ Do Me eae, ce a aly Hil: aw Que tee’ 


“Pein Gade HOS ign ike at eles i glip. -2:%4 ee ay Pogci Rta) Aa) 
$e. won kt 4 2h ee be ee ms arte Oye Sa eet T 
etatthe ico LG. Bic Stat 0 Stet ad) wer Pb 2h 0 TA aloes. us Taro) 

by? algrie toe) ovew 1d LS ie ty Seta fe Sindy Mas it Svomeat : 
 Waléero: lige! SSneqemmntr er | 


a sat ealiciad _ 
ty 7. 
. J : 
it ya wrotinan Amis Mase Me CW os" uae tke sctia a, Ries c 
shige ser bi) ABI, Tal O34," ane, ae pete a ees * at iA 2 : y 
nba Pe aa he: iw ee op rt 
- ia OR : eee Py homie” SPM on ender? 


sul iba or ota an me ie eer piper : 
om Se  POMEQ IE h: cna 5 2: ir "s 


ee thi eho svat 


- Recall of solicitation for CSFII interviewing | 

- Reasons for not participating in CSFII 

- Size of household 

- Age and sex composition of household members 

- Employment status of male and female heads of household 
- Perception of food adequacy 

- Food expenditure at home and away 

- Ethnicity and race 

- Benefits program participation 


- Income 


The first topic -- tenure at the address -- was used as a filter to identify only households 
which could have taken part, but did not, in Wave 1 or 2 CSFII. Persons who moved to the 
sample address subsequent to the date of the last attempted contact for a CSFII interview 
were interviewed, but their data was excluded from the major analyses of nonrespondents. 
The remainder of the topics were covered briefly in a few questions each. By design, the 
interview moved quickly -- no household was asked to give more than five to ten minutes 
of its time. 


Two versions of the questionnaire were developed. The complete version covered all of 
the above topics and was addressed to a knowledgeable adult member of the sample 
household. The abbreviated version of the questionnaire contained only limited factual 
information about the sample household which a proxy, non-household member who knew 
the family could be reasonably expected to answer reliably (see experimental treatment 
below). 


In addition to the questionnaire, a request letter on HNIS/USDA letterhead, hand-signed by 
Dr. Robert Rizek, Director/NMD, was shown to each potential respondent. The letter 
urged cooperation, promised anonymity and asserted the importance of full cooperation. 
Copies of the data collection documents are found in Appendix A. 


Interviewers were trained through home study of an instructions manual. All were exper- 
ienced CSFII interviewers and had been personally trained at the study's onset in food con- 
sumption interviewing procedures. 
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USDA's Request for Proposals required an experimental approach be taken to collecting 
data about nonresponding CSFII households. Half of all households in the nonresponse 
survey were to be pursued for up to five attempted contacts before being considered 
unreachable. The remainder of the sample were to include the option of data collection 
from proxy respondents (for unreachable and uncooperative households). If the sample 
household could not be interviewed after three attempts, then a knowledgeable neighbor- 
hood informant was to be recruited to provide information about that household. 


The advantage of the first approach --_household-only -- is that significant effort is made to . 
retrieve detailed information about the family from the most informed, knowledgeable 
parties. However, many of these households had been subjected to extensive contacts and 
survey recruitment efforts already. They had resisted or avoided successfully prior efforts 
to gather information. 


The second approach -- proxy respondent -- directed interviewers to neighbors when they 
were refused cooperation or failed to reach knowledgeable household members. This 
back-up source of information offers a greater likelihood that some information is gathered 
about most all households. However, the type of information that a neighborhood infor- 
mant can be expected to provide is more circumscribed than that which is obtained from a 
household member directly. Therefore, this research approach gives up depth of informa- 
tion for increased household coverage. 


Data Collection 


Final approval of the survey instruments and survey protocol was secured by mid- 
December, 1989. Given the difficulties of conducting such interviews around the holiday 
season, it was decided to begin interviewing in January, 1990. Interviewing continued 
throughout a three-month period and the field closed on April 1, 1990. As all sample 
households had been assigned to the spring and summer waves of Year 1 CSFII inter- 
viewing, the length of time between the last CSFII contact and the nonresponse interview 
could have been as long as 12 months (e.g., a household that refused CSFII in April, 1989 
and was not reached in the follow-up until the end of March, 1990) or as short as three 
months (e.g., the final "cleanup" effort for the summer wave was made at the end of 
September or early October 1989 and the follow-up nonresponse contact came about in 
early January, 1990.) 


As an added incentive to complete the nonresponse interview, participants were given 
coupon holders as nominal thank-you gifts. 
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Data Preparation 


All completed questionnaires and nonrespondent result-of-call forms were coded, keyed 
and cleaned. The nonresponse follow-up data were linked with information from the 
original CSFII screening (if available) and contact data (e.g., date of final call, result of 
final call). Simple marginal and cross-tabulation data runs were prepared and form the 
basis of this report. 
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Hl. Rake OF ATTEMPTED CONTACT IN THE NONRESPONSE FOLLOW-UP 


Success in interviewing CSFII sample households in the nonresponse follow-up survey is the 
subject of this chapter. Overall, a reasonably high proportion of the initially non-interviewed 

households were successfully reached and interviewed in the follow-up survey. Every category 

of initially nonresponsive households yielded interviews in the follow-up. The proxy-respondent 

method proved to be more effective in getting some information about the CSFII nonrespondent 

Seg ee than the household-only method because more households were covered success- 
ully. 


A. More than 2 f the T H holds Were Interview fully in th 
Nonresponse Follow-Up Survey 


As Table III-1 shows fully, 63% of the households fielded in the nonresponse follow-up 
were contacted successfully and information gathered about their situations (either from 
them directly or from proxy respondents). This is considerably better than the initial 50% 
rate anticipated before the beginning of fieldwork.* A slightly higher interview rate is 
observed with basic sample (65%) than with low-income (61%) households, but this is a 
relatively small difference. 


Approximately one-in-ten households refused to take part in this follow-up effort and an 
equally small proportion could not be reached after repeated attempts. Again, there 
appears to be no difference between the basic and low-income sample households in 
refusal and not-at-home rates. 


Eight percent of the sample dwellings were vacant at the time of follow-up, with a higher 
rate of vacancy in the low-income sample (11%) than in the basic sample (6%). The delay 
in launching the follow-up accounts in part for the size of this figure. There was oppor- 
tunity for more migration to occur, given the extended period between the end of CSFII 
and onset of the follow-up survey. In the future, the vacancy rate due to post-CSFII 
migration is likely to be somewhat less than in this, the first survey. However, migration is 
not the full story, 6 of the 37 sample dwellings that were vacant in the follow-up survey 
were classified in the CSFII as unreached because "no one home". It is likely that these 
were unoccupied dwellings -- erroneously judged nonresponsive during the CSFII field- 
work, 


*One interviewer misunderstood the assignment. When a household member would indicate a 
willingness to participate in the CSFII food consumption survey (Q.3 of the nonresponse 
questionnaire) this interviewer completed the food questionnaire instead of the nonresponse 
interview. Four such surveys were completed before the interviewer learned of her mistake. 
These households are included in the "other" result-of-call coding. Had they answered only 
the nonresponse interview, the completion rate would have been slightly higher. 
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About half of the "other" results of call (3% or 14 sample households) come from samples 
lost in the mail.* 


B. holds from All the Initial CSFI nr n Were Reach n 
R n mong th H holds In in th llow- rv 


The results show that interviewers were effective in provoking participation in the follow- 
up survey from a good cross-section of households regardless of their initial reasons for 
not being part of the CSFII survey. Tables III-2 a and b demonstrate, first for the basic and 
then for the low-income sample, that the distribution of completed follow-up interviews 
roughly parallels the distribution of nonresponsive CSFII households put out for contact. 
For example, 68% of the basic households in the follow-up survey refused CSFII (either 
screening or interview). Of the follow-up interviews completed, 66% were from this 
group (46% refused the interview and 20% refused the screening). Nineteen percent of the 
basic households fielded in the follow-up were not at home at the ime of CSFII contact. 
Seventeen percent of the completed nonresponse interviews were from this group. 


Not surprisingly, there are consistent patterns of nonresponse at both the time of CSFII and 
of the follow-up survey. For example, among those who refuse even the follow-up inter- 
view, 75% refused the CSFII interview in the basic sample (40% refused interview and 
35% the screening) and 82% refused in the low-income sample. 


C. The Proxy-Respondent Method Yields 16% More Interviews Due to the Inclusion of 
thood-Informan 


Remarkably, nearly the identical number of follow-up interviews were completed with 
household members under the two experimental conditions; where the increase in total 
number of completed interviews comes from is the proxy respondents from the neighbor- 
hood. As seen in Table III-3, of the 278 interviews completed 42% (or n = 118) were with 
the household-only approach and 41% (n = 114) were with a household member in the 
proxy-respondent approach. An additional 45 interviews (or 16% of the total) were taken 
with someone other than a household member. Therefore, it is clear that use of proxies 
helps to bolster the sample (even though not all of the desired information can be reported 
by these respondents). 


*National Analysts moved offices during this period and an unusually large amount of mail 
could not be located, although good evidence pointed to the work actually being completed. 
This was a one-time, non-recurring problem. 
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IV. SURVEY ELIGIBILITY 


Not all nonrespondents to the CSFII were eligible for the survey. In this chapter, we discuss the 
results of the examination of survey eligibility data. The nonresponse follow-up survey shows 
that the majority of the households recontacted would have been in residence at the time of the 
final CSFII attempted contacts. Hence, they would have been eligible to take part in the CSFII 
survey if they were in the basic sample portion of the study. However, of those in the low- 
income sample portion of the survey who were in residence, only about one-third would have 
qualified for CSFII interviewing. The majority of households not reached in the low-income 
sample would have screened out because their incomes relative to their household sizes is too 
large to qualify them for the CSFII survey. 


A. 


Ninety P nt of H holds in the Follow- Iv ld Have Been Con for 
the CSFII Interview 


Households interviewed in the nonresponse follow-up were asked-how long they had 
resided at their sample addresses. Households in residence during the month of the last 
CSFII attempted contact for interview were deemed eligible for contact and, potentally, 
for interview. As Table IV-1 shows, 90% of both the basic and low-income sample 
households in the follow-up survey were available for the CSFII survey effort. 


ne-in- H i w-In lé i for Interview 


Not all of the households in residence at the time of the final CSFII contact were eligible 
for interview. In the low-income sample, only households meeting the income/household 
size criterion could be recruited for the CSFII study. Just over one-third of the low-income 
sample households interviewed in the follow-survey and who were in residence at the 
point of last CSFII contact would have met the guidelines for CSFII interview eligibility 
(see Table [V-2). The majority of households in the low-income sample reported annual 
income levels in the follow-up survey which, when compared to the sizes of their 
households, were too high to allow them to qualify for food-benefits programs. Hence, 
they were too high to qualify the households for the CSFII interview. Even this figure 
overstates the CSFII eligibility rate, however, many follow-up survey households in the 
low-income sample were included because they were known to qualify for interview (e.g., 
those households in which screenings were completed but interviews not taken). Table IV- 
3 shows the eligibility rate in the low-income sample without these respondents. Here, 3 
in 10 of the households are shown to qualify. All households in residence in the basic 
sample, of course, were eligible for interview. 


ej . | 


‘ 
So! Sev sti ial> ei" | yo tee es Ly ait es Cae ol 
i? OM pa? TT Pt Se athe es ie. <rely ma Meee verre dee 
= WO Soll uw in sar. ANE eye) id pce byskevhy a as Die 
is 4s j 4. 716Q she. MW tiGit - My BVED athe Wil a7 wat we 


aia eStOG Tavmeur Noes) Rmoeting fhe: ds Soe gree Por sever, 
0D le eyey -orl alte airs MOTE Wine COROT Yay On: Y erat atti Some: Sb ee TU GSIOot 
enoont-Wwol silt Th: Da ritagse 9e hinged WO yinayges as alrabrygion HFA aay esi 


j) e@en alotechan t at c) ~eit))*s sow sl etd eed im 8.5" biyne sign. 


grt LS i ag atmo EA seers 


MaRS OS 26H ulm tayuce aU yee are st oi tag sale seoics Heath ag A 
had vac vol Wosbevas ssw qn woljel weeiggeien 31-9) bevedliegn ds a rabies 

raaq ae rt ~~ gids % bien: LOS? WOtsaeN. 2am a wen vedi is. fetes 

velighcce i] Joe © pemnnces WOT oS iogi) ts eget: OM ONG. ay —— 
oigatea = OOK =o) Kae aatad et amt SER spore TA ait thi Seep sti 


ws Yoru HAAy ods i 2! ales we ee genie 


AN SLARU Oia clei wate wh mete oa a 


cle igele siaw waccneg RE tenia 1 get9 30 ee agenbiegs a ata i 
dlodgeund: oop slain shel seenad wlan peel perstar valk vk, we san 
senoamenel wil hot theists yee ott CIS ath tl —— | 


wide ostvans te ene = ee 


way)" ele worv aed 

I Bintions mee alee ars ie coats 
~ Priest 

vw 

i. Kage = 


7¥ Pate pues dren 


16. 


Table [V-1 


NONRESPONSE FOLLOW-UP HOUSEHOLDS IN 
RESIDENCE AT TIME OF FINAL 
CSFII CONTACT BY SAMPLE TYPE 


All 
Basic Low-Income 
Total 
% % % 
Eligible, in residence 89 90 90 
Not eligible, not in 
residence 11 10 10 


N= (138) (139) (277) 
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Table IV-2 


CSFII ELIGIBILITY 
AMONG HOUSEHOLDS IN THE 
NONRESPONSE FOLLOW-UP SURVEY* 


- Low-Income Sample - 


I ‘ew Elicibility** % 
Eligible 38 
Ineligible 62 

N= (93) 


*Households in residence at date of final CSFII attempted contact. 


**Income/household size makes household eligible for food stamps. 


Table IV-3 
CSFII ELIGIBILITY 


AMONG HOUSEHOLDS IN THE 
NONRESPONSE FOLLOW-UP SURVEY* 


- Low-Income Sample -** 


Interview Eligibility*** _% 
Eligible 30 
Ineligible | 70 

N= (67) 


*Households in residence at date of final CSFII attempted contact. 
**Excludes households screened, but refusing CSFII interview. 


*+**Tncome/household size makes household eligible for food stamps. 
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V. CHARACTERISTICS OF NONRESPONSIVE HOUSEHOLDS 


Profiling nonresponse households and comparing their characteristics to CSFII-interviewed 
households is the subject of this chapter. Select demographic, social and economic characteris- 
tics were examined among all households in residence at the time of the last CSFII attempted 
contact. The characteristics of the basic sample, as well as all low-income sample households 
and low-income interview-eligible households only, are reviewed. 


Clear differences exist among nonrespondents by type of sample. There are more white house- 
holds in the basic sample and more blacks and minorities among the low-income interview- 
eligible nonrespondents. The basic sample nonresponse follow-up households are smaller, more 
affluent and the heads of households are more likely to be working than are the households in the 
low-income interview-eligible sample, where food-benefits-program participation is greater and 
less money is spent on food at and away from home. 


As compared to their interviewed counterparts, basic households in the nonresponse follow-up 
are very similar. In the low-income eligible sample, however, nonrespondents tend to be larger, 
have more retired heads of households, with lower income levels and greater benefits-program- 
participation rates. 


More than 80% of the CSFII nonresponse households that were interviewed in the follow- 
up survey are white, while a substantially larger proportion of the low-income eligible 
sample are black and other minorities (33% versus 17%) as shown in Table V-1. The 
unusually large percent of "something else" in the low-income sample (6%) is caused by 
two of the four eligible Hispanic households insisting on being classified not as white but 
as other. If they were white, then the distributions of race in the nonresponse follow-up 
would be reasonably similar to the distributions in the CSFII-interviewed sample for both 
the basic and the low-income surveys. 


As with the general population and the CSFII responding households, more than 90% of 
the nonresponsive households are non-Hispanics (see Table V-2). Seven percent of the 
nonrespondents to the basic CSFII interview are Hispanic, as are 7% of all households in 
the low-income sample base. However, a slightly higher proportion (11%) of the income- 
qualifying (i.e., interview-eligible) households in the low-income sample are of Hispanic 
origin. These proportions are similar to those found among the CSFIl-interviewed popu- 
lation (7% versus 8% Hispanic in the basic and 11% versus 10% in the low-income 
interview-eligible sample). 


In terms of household size, the nonrespondents in the basic sample are smaller, on average, 
than those eligible households in the low-income sample (see Table V-3). The average 
number of persons in a household in the basic sample is 2.72 in the nonresponse follow-up 
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survey (and 2.67 among CSFIl-interviewed households). Among income-qualifying 
households in the low-income sample, the average is 3.26 persons in the nonresponding 
households which is larger than the average CSFII participating household (2.51) by a 
sizable amount.* This is because there are fewer one- and two-person households in the 
nonresponse follow-up (54% versus 62%) and twice as many six-or-more person house- 
holds (11% versus 5% than in the low-income interviewed sample. 


As shown in Table V-4, most of the male and female heads of households in the basic por- 
tion of the nonresponse follow-up households were working at the final attempt to recruit 
them into the survey. Three out of four males and over 60% of the females reported 
working during the month when the CSFII contact was made. This is a higher percentage 
of working heads than reported by households interviewed in the basic CSFII sample. 
Among interviewed households, approximately equal proportions of male heads worked 
(73% in the follow-up, 71% in the CSFID; however, more working women and fewer 
homemakers (63% and 17%, respectively) were found among the nonrespondent house- 
holds than among those completing the CSFII interview (49% and 29%). 


The picture is different for the low-income portion of the nonresponse follow-up (see 
Table V-5). Here, only a third of the male heads and a quarter of the female heads were 
working during the month the final attempts were made to conduct CSFII interviews with 
them. Nearly half of the males were retired (32%), laid off or looking for work (16%), 
while the most common response among the females was keeping house (32%). Among 
the CSFII low-income survey participants, more male heads were working (44%) and 
fewer were retired or seeking employment (34%). Among the females, more were keeping 
house (44%) and fewer were retired (18%). It may well be that the CSFIl-interviewed 
households are older and, hence, smaller and more likely to be headed by retired respon- 
dents than are the households found in the nonrespondent follow-up survey. 


B. As with CSFII-Interviewed Households, Most Nonrespondents Have Moderate Incomes 


As expected, the income levels of the nonresponse follow-up households are markedly 
different by type of sample (see Table V-6). In the basic sample, just over one-third of the 
households report annual incomes for 1989 below $15,000, while one-third report annual 
resources totaling $35,000 or more. This distribution is not unlike the distribution of 1988 
income reported by the CSFII participants in the basic sample. 


On the other hand, in the low-income sample almost all interview-qualifying nonrespon- 
dent households (96%) report less than $15,000 annual income. This is even higher than 
among CSFII-interviewed low-income sample households, where 89% of the respondents 


*Comparisons are drawn between the size of households at the point of final CSFII contact as 
reported on the screening questionnaire and at the time of the nonresponse interview. The 
results show that these households remained mostly stable between the two time periods. The 
changes noted, for the most part, are small, as would be the case with the addition of a new 
infant or an adult child leaving home. The one exception to this is the household which grew 
to 19 when the sister, brother-in-law and their numerous children moved in subsequent to the 
last CSFII contact. 
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report income levels at or below $15,000. Again, these differences may reflect the larger 
proportion of retired, fixed income households in the nonresponse follow-up survey. 


When income levels are compared with household size to determine benefits program 
qualification, 23% of the nonresponse follow-up households in the basic sample are shown 
to be eligible for food stamps (see Table V-7). Over one-third of all sample h holds in 
the low-income sample would qualify and, of course, all of the interview-eligible house- 
holds met the program participation criterion.* 


Participation rates in benefits programs is significantly lower than the eligibility rates 
among nonresponding households (see Table V-8). Only 7% of the basic and 38% of the 
low-income nonresponse follow-up households report receiving food stamps at the current 
time. Even fewer report receiving WIC benefits at the present (3% and 6%, respectively). 
This is roughly comparable to the participation rates among CSFII basic survey respon- 
dents, but higher than reported by low-income sample interviewed households. These 
findings are consistent with the lower income levels reported by nonrespondent house- 
holds; they have fewer dollars available to meet their requirements. 


GC: r n w- l i ith th vailabl Th 


Nonresponse follow-up households in the basic sample are satisfied with their food avail- 
ability (see Table V-9). Four out of five basic nonresponse households report having 
enough and the kinds of foods they want to eat. On the other hand, among the low-income 
sample nonresponse follow-up households, only two-thirds report having enough of the 
kinds of food they want, but like the basic sample households, merely 3% report not 
having enough to eat. 


Among the CSFII-interviewed households, more report having enough but not what they 
want to eat than are found among the nonresponse follow-up group. In the basic sample, 
22% say this (as compared to 16% of the nonresponse follow-up households), and 39% of 
the low-income households (versus 31% in the nonresponse group) make this comment. 


The average weekly expenditure for food and beverage at home among households in the 
nonresponse follow-up is $65.70, with basic households spending markedly more than 
low-income households ($71.74 versus $49.31). The average expenditure for food and 
beverage away from home is $23.69 for CSFII nonrespondents and, again, basic sample 
households spend more than do interview-eligible households in the low-income sample 
($24.13 versus $8.27). (NOTE: Directly comparable summary questions are not available 
for CSFII-interviewed households.) 


*This was the definition of interview eligibility. 
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Table V- 


FOOD STAMP QUALIFYING HOUSEHOLDS 
IN THE NONRESPONSE FOLLOW-UP* 


BY SAMPLE TYPE 
All 
Basic Low-Income 
% % 
Eligible 23 38 
Ineligible af) 62 
N= (93) (93) 


*Households in residence at date of final CSFII attempted contact. 
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VI. WILLINGNESS TO PARTICIPATE 


In this chapter we treat household willingness to participate in a CSFII food consumption survey 
and the nature of the incentives/barriers to that participation. These questions were addressed to 
sample household members (in both the household-only and proxy-respondent conditions) who 
were residing at the sample address at the time of the last CSFII contact. The purpose of limiting 
analyses to this group is to take the measure of only those households who for whatever reason 
resisted prior interviewing attempts. While some of these households may have proven to be 
ineligible for the low-income sample interview, they would have qualified for the basic survey 
and their reasons for nonresponse may help to understand future approaches to be made to all 
income sample households. 


Approximately half the residence-eligible households acknowledge CSFII interview recruitment 
efforts. Among those not reached, over half would consider taking part if invited. For those 
who either did not cooperate previously or who now state they would not be likely to take part in 
the CSFII survey, interview length is the primary barrier. Apathy and perceived physical limita- 
tions also play a role in inhibiting respondent participation. Monetary incentives may help to 
overcome these barriers for at least some nonparticipants. 


A. Ri r ] Part in CSFII Interviewin 


Of those households in residence at the time of the final CSFII contact, over half (56%) 
stated they were not aware of being asked to participate (Table VI-1). If they had been 
invited to complete the CSFII interview, more than half of this group report they might be 
willing to take part in such a survey (see Table VI-2). Households in the low-income 
sample (regardless of eligibility) appear more likely than those in the basic sample to 
consider being interviewed (60% versus 49%, respectively). 


Surprisingly, households which initially refused the screening and/or in-depth CSFII inter- 
view are almost as likely to indicate an interest in the interview as those which had not 
participated in CSFII for some other reason. As Table VI-3 shows, 55% of those refusing 
the CSFII interview after completing the screening, 47% of those refusing the screening, 
and 57% of the other nonrespondents state they would be likely or very likely to take part 
in a food study. Since this question was posed to only those who were unaware of any 
prior solicitation (and refusal) to participate by their households, their expression of inter- 
est in the survey is unexpected. It is possible that different members of these households 
are making different decisions about cooperation at different time periods. This would 
suggest overtures could be made successfully to the same households at different times and 
to different "gatekeepers" even after refusals have been encountered.* 


*It should be noted, that in many cases multiple refusal conversion attempts were made and 
some such attempts had already netted completed interviews as well as hard core refusals. 
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34. 


Len nterview | r Barn Partici 


Those who acknowledged being asked to take part in CSFII but who did not do so, as well 
as those who were not aware of being asked but who indicated they would be unlikely or 
very unlikely to participate, were questioned about the barriers to their participation. 
Overwhelmingly, the single most frequently cited obstacle was the length of interview. 
Nearly half (47%) stated the interview was too long, this response being much more 
prevalent among households in the basic than in the low-income sample (58% versus 35%, 
respectively) (see Table VI-4). 


Apathy was a second widely given reason for not participating or not being likely to 
participate in CSFII. About a quarter of these households indicated they were either 
disinterested in the topic of food consumption or they could not (or would not) be bothered 
with the research for other unspecified reasons. One in eight felt they had some physical 
problem (e.g., hard of hearing, visual impairment, "too old") which created a barrier for 
them and precluded their participation. Only a tiny group stated resistance to government 
surveys as their reason for nonparticipation -- and all of these households were in the all- 
income (i.e., basic sample) portion of the survey. 


Table VI-5 shows the stated reasons for nonparticipation by type of initial nonresponse 
(e.g., final result of call in CSFII). Not unexpectedly, those who refused to even complete 
the CSFII screening effort give apathy as their reason for nonresponse (17% not interested 
in the topic and 20% could not be bothered). On the other hand, those completing the 
screening but refusing the interview more often cite the length of the interview (57%) as 
that which inhibited their cooperation. Their interest may have been peaked enough to 
carry them through the screening but flagged when they became aware of the time 
commitment required for the interview. 


; ‘relih 
Se STE nee see Reali eters aaa 


When asked if a monetary incentive would have influenced their decision about CSFII, 
30% of these households indicated they would have taken part if payment were offered 
them. This response appears to be related to eligibility in the low-income sample but 
independent of reason for the household's original nonresponsiveness (see Table VI-6 and 
VI-7). 


Among those who would participate if compensated for their effort, half (n = 16) thought 
$20 or less would suffice (see Table VI-8). The smallest amount mentioned as compen- 
sation was $2, while the largest incentive sought was $200 (each cited by only one house- 
hold). It should be remembered that this question was raised only with those who said 
they did not or would not be likely to participate. A sizable group of households in the 
nonresponse follow-up expressed a willingness to participate, if asked, without monetary 
incentives being offered. 
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42. 


Table VI-8 


HOW MUCH COMPENSATION IS REQUIRED FOR 
FOOD INTERVIEW AMONG THOSE WHO DID NOT 
OR WHO WERE NOT LIKELY TO TAKE PART* 


2 

Under $6 9 

$6 to $10 12 

$11 to $20 28 

$21 to $50 32 

$51 or more 19 
N= (32) 


*Households in residence at date of final CSFII attempted contact who refused or would 
be unlikely or very unlikely to take part in the survey. 


43. 


VII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


The nonresponse follow-up survey was requested to provide information about those not 
successfully recruited into Waves 1 and 2 of CSFII. A sampling of all types of productive non- 
respondent households were selected into the sample to be interviewed briefly, either directly or 
through a proxy respondent. 


A. Key Findings 


e 


A sizable proportion of previously nonresponsive households were successfully 
interviewed in the follow-up (63%). 


All types of CSFII nonrespondents were successfully pursued and interviewed in the 
follow-up. 


Use of the proxy added importantly to the coverage of nonrespondents. A 16% 
increase in the number of previous nonrespondents were reached using proxies. 


A sizable portion of the low-income sample CSFII nonrespondents would not have 
been eligible for interview if they had been reached because their income levels were 
too high relative to their household sizes. 


Nonrespondent households in the basic and low-income samples are markedly 
different. Basic sample nonrespondents are predominantly white, with less than 
three people, headed by a working male or female. They are of moderate income 
and evince low participation rates in food-benefits program. 


Low-income sample nonrespondents who are eligible for the CSFII interview, are 
more heavily black and of minority races, contain more than three persons, on aver- 
age, and have nonworking heads of households. These households spend less than 
their basic counterparts on food at and away from home and show high rates of food- 
benefits-program participation, especially the food stamp program. 


In the basic sample, respondents and nonrespondents to the CSFII are, for the most 
part, demographically similar. However, compared to CSFII participants, the non- 
response follow-up households in the low-income sample are different. The non- 
respondents have larger households, are more likely to be retired persons, have lower 
income levels and report higher rates of food stamp participation. 


The single, biggest barrier to CSFII participation is length of interview, with apathy 
and physical disabilities also appearing as factors. 


Financial incentives are likely to motivate more households to participate. 
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If these results continue to hold for the follow-up of CSFII nonrespondents in the second 
half of the year, then the following conclusions should be considered for continuing non- 
response surveys: 


¢ Proxy respondents should be used with all nonrespondents in future nonresponse 
follow-up surveys. 


¢ Increasing the honorarium to participating households may provoke higher comple- 
tion rates. 
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APPENDIX A 


45. 


United States Human Nutrition Nutrition Federal Building 
Department of Information Monitoring Hyattsville, Maryland 
Agriculture Service Division 20782 


December 1989/January 1990 


Dear Resident: 


The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) is required by law to conduct 
nationwide surveys about the foods and beverages people eat and drink. 
Information from the surveys is used to develop nutrition education 
programs, assess demands for agricultural products, and monitor the 
safety of the food supply. 


Your address was scientifically chosen as part of the sample for our 
most recent survey. Earlier this year an interviewer from National 
Analysts, under contract with USDA, attempted to interview your 
household but was unable to do so. It is important for the accuracy of 
our survey that we obtain information about the households that we were 
unable to interview. This helps us to ensure that we are not missing 
an important segment of the population in our survey. 


We would like you to answer just a few simple questions about your 
household. This will take no more than five minuets of your time and 
the answers you provide will be kept strictly confidential. While your 
participation is voluntary, it is important for the accuracy of the 
survey that we obtain this information. 


Because this is so important, we have authorized National Analysts 
interviewers to give you a coupon holder to thank you for your time. 
We appreciate your cooperation. 


Sincerely, 


ROBERT L. RIZEK 
Director 
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NATIONAL ANALYSTS Study .#09010=0 75-007 

A Division of Booz, Allen OMB #0586-0014 
& Hamilton, Inc. ID # EXOlration Date sm 272970 

et oe Fe ED Ola. 2 
GONTANUINGS SURVEY OF EOODUINUGAKRES BY) INDIVIDUALS 
=e Oo LLOW=UO Survey l= 
a~1s 16718 19~25 

| 


Interview Began:| 3M | L 


Interview Ended: 


BLANK 36 
Respondent's Name: 
Telephone Number: ( ) 
Interviewer's Name: 
Interviewer's ID #: | Date: ee f9 


She. 470 41442 43244 45246 


CALL REPORT FORM 


Result of Call Codes* 


1 = Interview 
completed 
2 = Appointment made 


for interview 
Interview refused 
No one home 
Language barrier 
Vacant 

Other (EXPLAIN: ) 


ONW & WwW 
uu vw ow 


INTRODUCTION: (ASK TO SPEAK WITH THE FEMALE HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD. IF NOT 
AVAILABLE ASK FOR A KNOWLEDGEABLE ADULT 18 YEARS OLD OR OLDER) Hello, 
my name is and I am in your area 
because we are doing a survey for the United States Department of 
Agriculture. Earlier this year we tried to contact your address for tne 
food consumption survey. (SHOW LETTER) Your household was not able to 
take part at that time. Therefore, I am sorry but we cannot include 
your household in our results. However, in order to apply the findings 
to households like yours, I would like to fill in a few pieces of 
information about the people living here. (IF ASKED, SAY: All your 
answers will be kept confidential.) 


TO begin... 
G) How long have you lived at this address? 


NUMBER OF: 


@.) As far as you know, was your household invited to take part in a 
USDA survey about the foods eaten by your household? (IF ASKED SAY; 
That. is, cne Contlinuingssurveysot rood int akessoy indi yvrcials..) 


US KTPREO 20.43) 


Don't Know 


3. If you had been invited, how likely or unlikely is it that your 
Nnousehold would take part in a USDA survey about the foods eaten by 
your household; would you say: (READ) 


(SKI Pal OmC srs) 


Very unlikely? 


4. What is the main reason why your household (did not/would not be 
likely to) take part in a USDA food consumption survey? (PROBE: 
Any other reasons?) 


13415 


5. I£ we were allowed to pay you for taking part in a USDA food 
consumption survey, would you have agreed to be interviewed? 
(PROBE: Which is more likely, that you would or would not have 
taken part?) 


GSKIP TORO. 7) 


Phen Af 


6. How much money would you Begurremsto takempart in the survey? 


S 00 


hak Ie 
& How many people regularly live in this household? 


NUMBER OF Pr EOP IVE 
19420 


Howe manyeroGwecnese@peoprewane: (TOTAL “PEOPLE SHOULD BE THEW SAM Beas 
NUMBER IN 0.7) 


(READ) 


Under 15 years? oe 
15 to 24 years? ‘aaa 
Za 24 
j 25 


45 to 64 years? 


AT 


23 
. 29 39 
3} 72 34 


92 =" CLF NO=MALES=OVER) 15=YEARS—IN-O.18,—SKIP TO 90.10, OTHERWISE, “ASK:} 
In (MONTH OF LAST CONTACT ON LABEL), was the male head of household: 
(READ) (IF MORE THAN ONE ACTIVITY, SAY: What was his primary 
activity?) = 


Working, 


Disabled and unable to work, or 


Doing something else? 
(DESCRIBE?) 


10. (IF NO FEMALES OVER 15 YEARS IN Q.8, SKIP TO Q.11; OTHERWISE, ASK:;) 
In (MONTH OF LAST CONTACT ON LABEL), was the female head of house- 
hold: (READ) (IF MORE THAN ONE ACTIVITY, SAY: What was her Deimary 


} 
activity?) 


Working, l 
LOOK MGmt Or swOLkmot lavdmore. 2 
Attending school, 3 7 
Keeping house, 4 i 
Retired, 5 | 
Disabled and unable to work, or | om 
Doing something else? 0 | 
(DESCRIBE?) 


t 
33 | 
) 


@) Which one of the following statements best describes the food eaten 
in your household: (READ) 


(2) How much money does your household usually spend for food and 
beverages eaten at home? (Regardless of where the foods/beverages 
were purchased or prepared). 63 


3 


G3) And how much money does your household usually spend for food and 
beverages bought and eaten away from home? 47 


$ 


—~— Sd 


Is the head of household: (READ) 


White, 


Black, 


Asian/Pacific Islands, 


Aleut, 


Eskimo, American Indian, or 


Something else? (DESCRIBE: ) 


Gs) Is the head of household: (READ) 


Hispanic (such as Cuban, Mexican, 
Puerto Rican or Latin American), or 


Not Hispanic? 


This past (MONTH OF LAST CONTACT ON LABEL), did anyone in your 
household receive: (READ) 


Yes No 
WIC benefits? eek Que! 


— —~ . — 


GF CIRCLE THE NIMBER OF PEOPLE IN HOUSEHOLD FROM Q.7, THEN INSERT THE DOLLAR -MOUNT 
SHOWN DIRECTLY BELOW, IN THE BOX IN THE QUESTION. READ Q.17. 


Ren A I CE | 
Yearly Incane $7,777!}$10,427}3$13, RIO FISD NSLS 7OoD | eed 301925, 00120, 340/528, » 9901 


Yearly Incane $31,645|$34, 295!$36,950!}$39,600}$42, 250}$44,905}$47,555)$50, 210 


Last year, was the total incame received by all members of this household before 


taxes and other deductions greater than or less than ase Do not include 


food stamps or WIC benefits. Do include salaries amd wage: Social Security, other 
benefit checks and the like. 


Greater than 


Exactly equal to; 3 


(SHOW CARD A) For classification purposes, which letter includes your household's 
total income for last year? (CIRCLE QODE NUMBER) 


Spo) 


| Respondent refused | a 


INTERVIEWER NOTES: THANK RESPONDENT AND COMPLETE CALL REPORT FORM ON PAGE 1. MAKE 
COMMENTS HERE THAT WILL HELP UNDERSTAND THE RESPONSES IN THIS INTERVIEW. 


END CD <2 


NATIONAL ANALYSTS Study es090 10-09 2-097 


A Division of Booz, Allen OMB #0586-0014 
etamivcon, inc. ID # EXOLDCatClon. Date 27 coos) 
3? DEOL Si2 | 


CONTINUING SURVEY OF FOOD INTAKES BY INDIVIDUALS 
- Follow-Up Survey II - | 


SES 15718 


Interview Began:|] AM | 1 


Respondent's Name: 


Respondent is: 


Household member? 
Neignborhood informant? 


Telephone Number: ( ) 


. AREA CODE 
Interviewer's Name: 
Interviewer's ID #: Date: L. a9 
37~40 4l44u2 43444 45445 


IF RESPONDENT IS: 
- HOUSEHOLD MEMBER, ASK Q'S 1-18 


- NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMANT, ASK Q'S 19=25 


CALL REPORT FORM 


Result of Call Codes* 


1 = Interview 
completed 
2 = Appointment made 


for interview 
Interview refused 
No one home 
Language barrier Result 
Vacant Codet, 
Otner (EXPLAIN: ) 


ON Wl & Ww 
| | | 


INTRODUCTION: (ASK TO SPEAK WITH THE FEMALE HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD. IF NOT 
AVAILABLE ASK FOR A KNOWLEDGEABLE ADULT 18 YEARS OLD OR OLDER) Hello, 
my name is and I am in your area 
because we are doing a survey for the United States Department of 
Agriculture. Earlier this year we tried to contact your address for the 
food consumption survey. (SHOW LETTER) Your household was not able to 
take part at that time. Therefore, I am sorry but we cannot include 
your household in our results. However, in order to apply the findings 
to households like yours, I would like to fill in a few pieces of 
information about the people living here. (IF ASKED, SAY: All your 
answers will be kept confidential.) 


es age ENDS Clee. 


To begin..- 


G.) How long have you lived at this address? 


iMontns | poe 
NUMBER OF: 
3-9 Years | 2 4 


eT 


@ As far as; you know, was your household invited to take part win a 
USDA survey about the foods eaten by your household? (IF ASKED SAY: 
That 1s, the Continuing Survey of Food Intakes by Individuals.) 


(SKIP TO Q.4) 


Don't know 


3. If you had been invited, how likely or unlikely is it that your 
household would take part in a USDA survey about the foods eaten oy 
your household; would you say: (READ) 


Very likely, 


Likely, 


Unlikely, or 


CO KIP SlOs Oni) 


Very unlikely? 


| 


' 


4. What is the main reason why your household (did not/would not be 
likely to) take part in a USDA food consumption survey? (PROBE: 
Any other reasons?) 


L34ly4 


5. If we were allowed to pay you for taking part in a USDA food 
consumption survey, would you have agreed to be interviewed? 
(PROBE: Which is more likely, that you would or would not have 
taken part?) 


USK LP aLOm Or 1) 


25) OP: 


OpmEHLOW MUCK BMOnNeYaWwOould vou require tojgtake part in the survey? 
S$ 00 
AISI) G) 
oe) How many people regularly live in this household? 


NUMBER OF PEOPLE: 
AS earonG) 


How many of these people are: (TOTAL PEOPLE SHOULD BE THE SAME AS 
NUMBER IN Q./7) 


faeetreermial 


9. (IF NO MALES OVER 15 YEARS IN Q.8, SKIP TO Q.10, OTHERWISE, ASK:) 


In (MONTH OF LAST CONTACT ON LABEL), was the male head of household: 


(READ) (IF MORE THAN ONE ACTIVITY, SAY: What was his primary 
activity?) 


Retired, 


Disabled and unable to work, 


Doing something else? 
(DESCRIBE: ) 


LO. “cL eNO. PEMALES OVER 15.:YEARS ENSQO. S37 §SKITCS TOMO. VltmeO le RW Use. ASK: | 
In (MONTH OF LAST CONTACT ON LABEL), was the female head of 
household: (READ) (IF MORE THAN ONE ACTIVITY, SAY: What was ner 


. = . . oy) 
Primary activity?) | 


Looking for work ore laldmoree 
Attending school, a 
Keeping house, + | 
Retired, See | 
Disabled and unable to work, or a 

\ 
COESGRIS Ess) lt ce a 


@) Which one of the following statements best describes the food eaten 
In your household: (READ) 


Enough of the kinds of food we want to eat, Le 
Enough but not always what we want to eat, Pay 
Sometimes not enough to eat, or | 8 

Often not enough to eat? 4 | 


(2) How much money does your household usually spend for food and 
beverages eaten at home? (Regardless of where the foods/beverages 


| 

| 
Doing something else? | Ca 

| 

| 
were purchased or prepared). &3 


$ -00 per 


4O-42 


(2) And how much money does your household usually spend for food and 
beverages bought and eaten away from home? w7 


S) -00 per 


4446 


~~ -~«e- 


Is the nead of nousenold: (READ) 


Ee 


white, - 
i3lack, i ¢ 
ee Oe LE ae ae a. Ly Pe ee 
Asian/Pacific Islands, ps 
aLeOUt PR cSK MO, ene Sloan elLod Panty Sor Peek: 
1 ellis cea Sy Ee a len i erie era a eee 
|Sometning else? (DESCRIBE:) | J 


(3) Is the head of household: (READ) 


Hispanic (such as Cuban, Mexican, 
Puerto Rican or Cattn’ American), or 


i 
| 
Not Hispanic? | 


This past (MONTH OF LAST CONTACT ON LABEL), did anyone in your 
housenold receive: (READ) 


Food stamps? ,, 
WICHOeEne@ Sl Usa 


@) CIRCLE THE NUMBER Ce. SEOQPLE IN HOUSEHOLD EROM™O 07) TREND INSEE RU cco eee eons 
SHOWN DIRECTLY SELOW, IN THE 8OX IN THE QUESTION. READ Q.17. 


) 


Le ) | 3 | 4am 5 6 | 7 
' 


| | 
$13,080} 515,735) $18, 385)521,035) 523, 365/526, 340/523, 2+. 


' 


feats y, Incane 931,645 $34, 295} 336,950 $39,600) $42, 250 


Last year, was the total incame received by all members of this nousenold xefore 


ON ae ee 


food stamps or WIC benefits. Do include salaries and wages, Social Security, strer 


eee | 

taxes and other deductions greater than or less than | See RE Do not include | 
aT | 

Denefit checks and the like. | 
} 


Greater than | L 


Less than | 2 


Exactly equal £3] 3 


18.) (SHOW CARD A) For classification purposes, which letter includes your nousenold's | 
total incame for last year? (CIRCLE CODE NUMBER) 


INTERVIEWER NOTES: THANK RESPONDENT AND COMPLETE CALL REPORT FORM ON PAGE 1. MAKE 
COMMENTS HERE THAT WILL HELP UNDERSTAND THE RESPONSES IN THIS INTERVIEW. 


INTRODUCTION FOR NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMANT: (ASK TO SPEAK WITH 
IS KNOWLEDGEABLE ABOUT THE SAMPLE H.U. AND WHO IS 18 YEARS © 
OCDER). 


o# 


S 
~ 

; 

ae 


161. O; my eames lS ZVael 3h ele) Ns) Jveliie EUeLy-) spec yeici 
doing. a-survey for the United Staces Deoarement of Agriculture. 


this year we tried to contact’ thei housenold at “ADORESS ON LABEL) 


cre ood 
to take oda 
housenobdsy i “veed aw~few siéeces of information aoout-the ocesole 1 
Enere and, since 1 cannot, -each "tnem,. pernaps yousmcoulda nelo me. 
ASK EDM al eyouUr anSwersmewlll oe; Kept scontidential. } 


S7sumotion survey. «(SHOW LETTER) that’ nousenold ~w~as-no 
merece thats time. “Ine order <Siaupoly etne Cindimgsmto all 


Tomwpegin.. « - 


About how long has the current household lived at (ADORESS © 


LABEL)? “(PROBE: What is your best estimate?) 


NUMBER OF: 


How many people regularly live in that household? 3LANK 


NUMBER OF PEOPLE: 


19“20 
How many of those people are: 


Ge) 


(READ) 


25 to 44 years? ¥ 
[Pian] 


TOTAL 


Wy 


() 


2 
3 
a 
e 


(Vie ah okey 


c 


-~ 7 


N 


POG 


We tu 


(b 


Zar 


23% 


(f& NO MALES OVER, LS YEARS WINGO. 2 eSKi Pe TO i237 Q@RAERWisicg Asx: 
Is tne male head of household at (ADDRESS ON LABEL) usually: ! 
(READ) (IF MORE THAN ONE ACTIVITY, SAY: What was his Om ae 


ACHE V LCV) 


ar nr a ee Ee ied a 3 
[Working ; | é 
| 
le : 4 é = 

pmOooK LNgesfore WOrk-ore-laidse off%5 é 


ACcCendloga SCHOOL, iv. 


Keeping house, | 4 
Retired, | 5 
Disabled and unable to work, or 6 


Doing something else? 
(DESCRIBE: ) 


(DO NOT READ) Don't know | 
36 
(IF NO FEMALES OVER 15 IN Q.21, SKIP TO Q.24, OTHERWISE, ASK:) Cs 
the female head of household at (ADDRESS ON LABEL) UStaw: vise CREWS 
(IF MORE THAN ONE ACTIVITY, SAY: Which was her primary activity? 
Working, 1 
Looking for work or laid off, 2 
Attending school, a | 
feesing ewes | 
Doing something else? Q 


(DO NOT READ) 


(DESCRIBE: ) 


BLANK oo” 


Is the head of tnat housenold: (READ) 


nn nn nnn cnn 


white, | 2 
Sa a ET LE Ta NE IE Ea ee 
Slack, i. 
Asian/Pacific Islands, ies 
aleut, ESkKimome american indian, or I wick 


(DO NOT READ) |Don't know | 3 


@s) Is the nead of that household: (READ) 


Hispanic (such as Cuban, Mexican, 
Puerto Rican or Latin American.), or 


Not hispanic? 


(DO NOT READ) |Don't know 


INTERVIEWER NOTES: THANK RESPONDENT AND COMPLETE CALL REPORT FORM ON 
PAGE 1. MAKE COMMENTS HERE THAT WILL HELP UNDERSTAND THE RESPONSES ['N 
THIS INTERVIEW. 


END EC oa 
= 9 = ; s 
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Ber: 
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| ap nag patina el ean a 


es 

— — et I ie tm —— 
¢€ dh 
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- 
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